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Iraq, then he is miles away from the 
will of the American people whom he 
serves. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Wisconsin is 
recognized. Only 1 minute remains on 
the Democratic side. 

f 

IRAQ SUPPLEMENTAL 
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose President Bush’s state-
ments that the Democratic leaders are 
trying to use the current emergency 
supplemental bill to make a political 
statement. Congress is acting on its 
mandate from the American people, 
who used their votes last November to 
register their opposition to the war in 
Iraq. 

The President has repeatedly made it 
clear that nothing—not the wishes of 
the American people, not the advice of 
military foreign policy experts, not the 
concerns of members of both parties— 
will discourage him from pursuing a 
war that has no end in sight and that 
has no military solution. With our he-
roic troops stuck in an Iraqi civil war, 
Congress cannot wait for the President 
to change course. We must change the 
course ourselves. 

Once again, President Bush is stall-
ing for time as he threatens to veto a 
bipartisan bill that could finally 
change the course in Iraq. 

Although the conference report does 
not go as far or move as quickly as I 
would like, it is an important step to-
ward ending the President’s misguided 
policies in Iraq. It requires the Presi-
dent to begin redeploying U.S. troops 
from Iraq, while permitting troops to 
remain in Iraq for defined and narrow 
purposes: To protect U.S. personnel 
and facilities, to engage in ‘‘targeted 
special actions’’ against al-Qaida and 
their affiliates and to train and equip 
Iraqi forces. The vast majority of our 
troops would have to be redeployed, 
thus bringing to an end our current in-
volvement in what may be the greatest 
foreign policy blunder in American his-
tory. 

Some of my colleagues may still feel 
we should defer to the Commander in 
Chief. But these arguments disregard 
our congressional responsibilities. Con-
gress authorized this war and we have 
the power and the responsibility to 
bring it to a close. 

We have a responsibility to end a war 
that is taking away resources from our 
top national security priority—the 
global fight against al-Qaida and its af-
filiates. Let me remind my colleagues 
that this is indeed a global fight—fo-
cusing so much of our resources on one 
country against an enemy that oper-
ates around the world is shortsighted 
and self-defeating. 

I am not suggesting that we leave the 
Iraqis to their own devices. There are 
many serious and troubling political 
problems in Iraq that are driving the 
insurgency and sectarian struggle and 

they require the attention of U.S. pol-
icymakers. But they will not be solved 
by an open-ended, massive military en-
gagement. 

Instead, we need a strategic approach 
to redeployment and a global strategy 
to defeat the threats posed by terrorist 
networks. As long as the President’s 
Iraq policy goes unchecked, our mili-
tary will continue to put their lives on 
the line unnecessarily, our constitu-
ents will continue to pour billions of 
their dollars into this war, our mili-
tary readiness will continue to erode, 
and we will be unable to develop a 
strategy to truly confront al-Qaida. 

If the President vetoes this bill, he 
will be rejecting the wishes of the 
American people and the imperatives 
of our national security. I will oppose 
any efforts to send a weaker bill to the 
President’s desk and I will continue to 
speak out on this issue until the voices 
of the American people are finally 
heard in Congress and the White House. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we 
have 30 minutes; is that correct? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct, there is 30 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Would the Presiding 
Officer let me know when 10 minutes 
have passed? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator will be notified. 

f 

IRAQ WAR SUPPLEMENTAL 

Mr. GRAHAM. The President will 
veto this measure. He should. It is one 
of the worst ideas to ever come out of 
the Congress in the history of warfare 
that the United States has been en-
gaged in. It sets a date for withdrawal. 
I think it is October. It intrudes on the 
President’s Commander in Chief role. 
It is letting the enemy know exactly 
what they have to do in terms of date 
and time to win in Iraq. Everyone who 
dies waiting on the time to pass, what 
have they died for? What have they 
been injured for? 

What I would like to point out is that 
we should talk about those who have 
lost their lives in Iraq wearing the uni-
form, and civilians included, who have 
been serving our country. But we 
shouldn’t use their deaths as a reason 
to withdraw from a war we can’t afford 
to lose—and we have not lost. We 
should be honoring their service and 
their sacrifice, their ultimate sacrifice, 
because they are standing for our na-
tional security interests. Why do they 
serve? Why do they go to Iraq? Why do 
they keep reenlisting in the Iraqi the-
ater and the Afghan theater at a higher 
rate than the military as a whole? 
What do they see about Iraq that peo-
ple here in the Senate are blinded to? 
Why would they keep going back to a 
war they believe is lost? Why would 
they go three and four times? Why 
would they enlist at levels beyond any 
other group in the military? 

Because they know after having gone 
that if we win in Iraq, their children, 
their grandchildren, the Nation as a 

whole is more secure. And if we lose in 
Iraq, the war is not over, it just gets 
bigger, and the likelihood of their chil-
dren being involved in a war in the 
Middle East goes up, not down. So that 
is why they go. That is why they are 
not withdrawing. That is why enlist-
ments are up, not down, because they 
get it. 

The Senate doesn’t get it. The Demo-
cratic leadership doesn’t get it at all. 
Blinded by a dislike of this President, 
they can’t see clearly what is going on 
in Iraq. Whether we should have gone 
or not is over; we are there. There are 
other people who are there who would 
like to win this war. Al-Qaida is there 
in large numbers, trying to kill this in-
fant democracy, because they know if a 
democracy can flourish in Iraq, their 
agenda has taken a mighty blow. 

How are they trying to drive us out? 
By killing civilians and coalition 
forces in as large a number as they can 
muster. 

So is it going to be the foreign policy 
of the United States when it comes to 
fighting terrorism that if they can kill 
enough of us—whatever that magic 
number is—we leave? You win? Do you 
think for one moment declaring Iraq 
lost makes us safer? There is sectarian 
violence in Iraq, but there are plenty of 
people of the Shia, Sunni, and Kurdish 
persuasions that want the same thing 
for Iraq that we want. There are Shia 
extremists who want to align with 
Iran. There are Sunni extremists who 
want to come back in power and have 
the good old days of Saddam. They are 
in the minority. There is not open civil 
war in this country. There are extrem-
ists groups representing the Sunni and 
the Shia sects that are trying to 
change Iraq for their purposes, bend 
Iraq to their will, against the majority 
of Iraqis, and in the middle of these 
sects is al-Qaida. In the middle of these 
sects is Iran. 

Why is Iran playing so hard in Iraq? 
The biggest nightmare to this Iranian 
theocracy would be a democracy on 
their border, where different groups 
would live together, where a woman 
could have a say about her children, 
where people could vote for their lead-
ers, not be dictated to from on high. 
That is why they are playing in Iraq. 
That is why al-Qaida is there. 

The question is, Why do we want to 
leave? It is tough to watch young 
Americans killed and maimed in war, 
but we didn’t start this war. War is in-
evitably about young people getting 
hurt and getting killed. That is why 
the world—after so many thousands of 
years, it seems as if mankind would 
have learned that war is not the way, 
but we haven’t learned that lesson as 
mankind. The people who attacked us 
on September 11, 2001, there will never 
be a surrender document negotiated 
with them. 

Iraq was about replacing a dictator 
who was trying to make a joke of U.N. 
inspections, trying to make the world 
and his neighbors believe that he was 
acquiring weapons of mass destruction. 
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It was a dictatorship that was sending 
money to suicide bomber families in 
Palestine. It was a dictatorship that 
was making everything in the Middle 
East harder. It was a dictatorship that 
was shooting at American airplanes 
every day in violations of U.N. agree-
ments. It was a dictatorship that is 
now in the ash dump of history. From 
this dictatorship we are trying to do 
something new and different for the 
Mideast, and it will inure to our ben-
efit greatly as a nation: create the abil-
ity of different people from different 
backgrounds to vote for their leaders, 
to live under the rule of law, and not 
the rule of the gun. That makes us 
safer. It changes the Mideast, and it is 
a great blow to the terrorists. That is 
why they enlist. That is why they keep 
reenlisting. That is why they are 
dying. 

Now, our majority leader, Senator 
REID, who is a fine fellow, and I have 
enjoyed working with him, has made a 
colossal mistake for the ages by declar-
ing this war lost. Not only does it run 
against the grain of the way Americans 
feel about combat when our Nation is 
at war, it runs against the reality of 
the consequences of having declared 
the war lost. To me, it shows a lack of 
understanding of what that statement 
means because when you say the war is 
lost, the next question to ask is, if we 
lost, who won? In war, there are win-
ners and there are losers, and if the 
majority leader has declared us the 
loser, then the question needs to be 
asked by the world and this country: 
Who won that war in Iraq? 

Well, I will tell you who will claim 
credit for winning the war in Iraq—al- 
Qaida. They will put on their Web site 
and in their propaganda to anybody 
who will listen: We won in Iraq. I guar-
antee you, if we lost, they won. Do you 
feel comfortable with that as a Senator 
representing the United States of 
America? I don’t. 

Who else won, if we lost? The Shia 
extremists who are trying to turn Iraq 
into a theocracy aligned with Iran. 
Does that satisfy you as a United 
States Senator? Is that OK with you? 
It is certainly not OK with me. The 
Sunni extremists, they won, the ones 
who are trying to take Iraq back to the 
good old days of Saddam. 

Who are the biggest losers beyond us? 
We know who the winners are, the ex-
tremists in Iraq and al-Qaida, the ulti-
mate extreme group. If you believe giv-
ing these groups Iraq makes us safer, 
you know nothing about human behav-
ior or history as a whole. 

This is not Vietnam, I say to my col-
leagues. This is the 1930s all over again 
where we have world leaders trying to 
appease a tyrant—give him Czecho-
slovakia, give him one more country, 
him being Hitler. Did that satisfy his 
appetite? The moral of the story is 
that when we let tyranny go un-
checked, when we give into the dark 
forces of humanity, when we allow peo-
ple who slaughter the innocent to win 
wars, we don’t end their desire, we 
whet their appetite. 

We have not lost this war. We will 
never lose this war as long as we have 
the will to win. If we have half the po-
litical courage as those who reenlist 
and go back three and four times, or 
the physical courage, there is nothing 
we can’t accomplish in Iraq. 

Some people worry about their next 
election, and they are trying to get 
right with the polls. My focus is on 
those who reenlist time and again and 
who are literally sacrificing everything 
they have to offer to their family and 
to their country. 

So when we mention the death of 
someone wearing the uniform in the 
service of our Nation as a reason to 
withdraw from a war we cannot afford 
to lose, shame on this body. This bill 
will be vetoed. This new general, Gen-
eral Petraeus, is committed to win-
ning, has a plan to win, and the ques-
tion is, Are we going to undercut him? 

If you passed the legislation and this 
legislation went to the President’s 
desk and he did not veto it, then you 
would be cutting the legs out from 
under General Petraeus. You would be 
making everything that he is doing im-
possible to accomplish because you 
would change the dynamics on the 
ground so he would have no chance. 
And, yes, it is working. Violence is 
part of the 21st century. Israel lives 
with this every day. They don’t let sui-
cide bombers define the fate of Israel. 

Are we going to let suicide bombers 
define the foreign policy of the United 
States? If we give them Iraq, you bet-
ter double the size of the military be-
cause we are going to go back with a 
bigger war, not a smaller war. So I 
hope once the President vetoes it, we 
will understand that this new general 
with a new strategy is our best chance 
for success—with no guarantee because 
we have made so many mistakes in the 
past. 

The biggest mistake was not having 
enough people to secure the country. If 
we want political reconciliation, which 
we know we have to achieve to win in 
Iraq, how can we have it without secu-
rity? Why don’t we have security? We 
let the country get out of control. We 
didn’t have enough troops on the 
ground or enough capacity to train and 
fight. 

We are doubling the size of the com-
bat capability in Baghdad, and it is 
working. Mr. President, 16 of the 21 
sheiks in Anbar Province have rejected 
al-Qaida and aligned with us. Six 
months ago, Al Anbar Province, where 
the Sunnis live, I would have written 
off. But now it is the greatest success 
story of the new strategy. We are still 
losing people in Anbar, but we are 
fighting along with the sheiks to com-
bat al-Qaida because they have seen 
what al-Qaida holds for them and they 
have said, no, they don’t want to live 
under the al-Qaida banner. They have 
tasted it and it doesn’t taste well. They 
are coming our way. 

Four thousand marines in Anbar 
province are making a huge difference. 
The sheiks, the tribal leaders, called 

for the young people of Anbar Province 
to join the police—before, we could not 
get anybody to join the Iraqi police— 
and they came in such large numbers 
that hundreds were turned away be-
cause we could not process them. 
Diyala is a result of success in Bagh-
dad. Al-Sadr left Sadr City because we 
are in there now and are going to 
places we have never gone before. The 
mayor of Sadr City aligned with us, 
and they tried to kill him. He is in the 
hospital clinging to life. He tasted 
what the Shia extremists had for his 
people, the Shia, and he said no. 

The only people I know of right now 
who seem to believe walking away 
from the fight in Iraq doesn’t have se-
vere consequences for the world are the 
ones in this body. I cannot envision a 
failed state in Iraq leading to a more 
secure United States. I cannot envision 
walking away from Iraq, declaring the 
war lost, not empowering al-Qaida be-
yond any other single event that we 
have engaged in since 9/11. The con-
sequences of destroying General 
Petraeus’s chance to be successful are 
enormous for the national security in-
terests of this country. 

Declaring a war lost by the Senate 
majority leader is unprecedented, ill- 
advised, and it is something we need to 
quickly correct because if we have lost, 
the people who will claim victory are 
our worst nightmare. We will be send-
ing young men and women back to the 
Middle East to fight extremism in 
other countries as far as the eye can 
see or we can give this new general a 
chance to be successful, give him the 
time, the money, and the resources he 
needs to be successful, honor each 
death as a noble sacrifice for the cause 
of our freedom—for our own freedom, 
for the alignment of moderation 
against extremism—or we can let the 
car bomber and the suicide bomber 
drive us out of Iraq. We can let them 
dictate our foreign policy. 

If we do that, we can come back 
home thinking we are safe, but we will 
have unleashed Pandora’s box. The 
Gulf States are next if we lose in Iraq, 
and then eventually Israel. The con-
sequences to our national security in-
terests could not be greater. 

Americans understood what it was 
like to live without freedom 200 years 
ago. That is why they died for it. There 
are people in the Mideast getting a 
taste of it. Let’s side with those who 
believe in freedom against those who 
want to take us to the dark ages. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). The Senator from Louisiana 
is recognized. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business on another subject for up 
to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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